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MALACANANG RECORDS OFFICE

CERTIFICATION

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This is to certify that according to the records available on file and in the
possession of this Office, Section 302 of Presidential Decree No. 1096 dated February 19,
1977 entitled “Adopting a National Building Code of the Philippines thereby Revising
Republic Act Numbered Sixty-Five Hundred Forty One” has not been amended nor
repealed by any other. presidential issuances.

Issued upon the request of Mr. Armando N. Alli, Acting Chairman, Professional
Regulatory Board of Architecture (PRBoA).

mfmﬁﬁmmnu

Director IV, Malacafiang Records Office

Manila, June 4, 2009

Rm 101, Mabini Hall, Malacaftang, Manila  TL —784-42-86 loc nos. 4911, 4707 & 4031



26 February 2010
Republic of the Philippines

Government of the City of Cebu

Sangguniang Panlungsod
Central Philippines Super Region

ATTENTION :
HON. MIKE RAMA


Office of the Vice Mayor
      

First (1st) Floor, Legislative Building,
      

City Hall, 6000 Cebu City  

THROUGH
:
HON. NESTOR D. ARCHIVAL, SR.


Office of the Councilor


Sangguniang Panlungsod


Third (3rd) Floor, Legislative Building,


City Hall, 6000 Cebu City  

SUBJECT
:
INITIAL PRBoA COMMENTS/OPINION RELATIVE TO THE INFORMATION RELAYED BY UAP-IAPoA MEMBERS AS REGARDS AN APPARENT CAMPAIGN BY SOME CIVIL ENGINEERS (CEs) AGAINST THE ENACTMENT OF A PROPOSED ORDINANCE TO FULLY IMPLEMENT R.A. NO. 9266 (The Architecture Act of 2004) IN CEBU CITY  
REFERENCES
:
Various 2009 PRBoA correspondences and position papers transmitted to the Government of the City of Cebu as regards the Hon. Councilor Nestor D. Archival, Sr.’s proposed Ordinance for the full implementation and enforcement of R.A. No. 9266 in Cebu City 
Dear Sirs/ Mesdames,


Warm greetings from the Professional Regulatory Board of Architecture (the “PRBoA”)!

The PRBoA, initially through the undersigned Acting Chairman, is transmitting herewith its initial opinion to/ comments on representations being made by some civil engineers (CEs) in relation to the subject Cebu City proposed Ordinance, to wit 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Office of the Secretary (AsSec) to the Professional Regulatory Boards (PRBs), 3/F Professional Regulation Commission (PRC) Main Building, PRC Compound, P. Paredes St., cor. N. Reyes St., Sampaloc 1008,  Manila, PH, P.O.Box 2038 Manila  Tel.02.735.1533 (c/o M Taruc)  or c/o 02.314.0018____

PRBoA Telefaxes: c/o 02.454.7592 & c/o 02.286.2678  or  Telephones: c/o 02.441.0856 (Mr. Joey Ponce) or c/o 02.913.6894 (c/o Arch. Dara  Redulla)
Reported Information No. 1 Being Disseminated by some CEs:


“that the CEs have been working together with the Architects since the 1950s and it was only with the advent of R.A. No. 9266 that the problem regarding the signing and sealing of architectural documents cropped up”
Initial Comment/Opinion for the PRBoA:
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OFFICIAL GAZETTE VoL. 73, No. 22

to life, health, or safety. This is without prejudice to fur-
ther action that may be taken under the provisions of Arti-
cles 482 and 694 to 707 of the Civil Code of the Philippines.

SEC. 216. Other Remedies.—The rights, actions and re-
medies provided in this Code shall be in addition to any
and all other rights of action and remedies that may be
available under existing laws.

CHAPTER 3 . !
PERMITS AND INSPECTION

SEC. 301. Building Permits.—No person, firm or corpora-
tion, including any agency or instrumentality of the gov-
ernment shall erect, construct, alter, repair, move, convert
or demolish any building or structure or cause the same
to be done without first obtaining a building permit there-
for from the Building Official assigned in the place where
the subject building is located or the building work is to
be done.

SEC. 302. Application for permits—In order to obtain
a building permit, the applicant shall file an application
therefor in writing and on the prescribed form from the
Office of the Building Official. Every application shall
provide at least the following information: :

(1) A description of the work to be covered by the
permit applied for;

(2) Certified true copy of the TCT covering the lot on
which the proposed work is to be done. If the applicant
is not the registered owmer, in addition to the TCT, a
copy of the contract of lease shall be submitted.

(3) The use or occupancy for which the proposal work
is intended;

(4) Estimated cost of the proposed work.

To be submitted together with such application are at
least five sets of corresponding plans and specifications
prepared, signed and sealed by a duly mechanical engineer
in case of mechanieal plans, and by a registered electrical
engineer in case of electrical plans, except in those cases
exempted or not required by the Building Official under
this Code.

SEC. 303. Processing of Building Permits.—The pro-
cessing of building permits shall be under the overall ad-
ministrative control and supervision of the Building Offi-
cial and his technical staff of qualified professionals.

In processing an application for a building permit, the
Building Official shall see to it that the applicant satisfies
and conforms with approved standard requirements on
zoning and land use, lines and grades, structural design,
sanitary and sewerage, environmental health, electrical
and mechanical safety as well as with other rules and /&Y

; .




At the close of World War II in 1945, there were only about 300 registered Architects and about 1,800 registered CEs in existence. There was however need to undertake a massive national reconstruction effort and everyone’s help was needed. Thus, the CEs were allowed to perform architectural services. By June 1950 however, the Government of the Republic of the Philippines (GRP) passed 2 successive laws i.e. R.A. No. 544 (for the CEs) and R.A. No. 545 (for the Architects) to formally segregate the 2 professions. It was clear under both laws that the 2 professions were separate and that the CEs and Architects assumed separate professional domains, responsibilities and civil liabilities.

In June of 1956, 2 successive amendments/ repeal laws covering similar sections under the 2 laws were again passed by the GRP i.e. R.A. No. 1581 (for the Architects) and R.A. No. 1582 (for the CEs). These later laws further highlighted the broad distinctions between the 2 separate professions. 
By 27 February of 1977, the then President Ferdinand E. Marcos signed into law P.D. No. 1096, otherwise known as the 1977 National Building Code of the Philippines (NBCP). Its Section 302 did NOT state that CEs can sign nor seal architectural plans and specifications (reference Attachments 1.A and 1.B). The Malacañang Records Office, which is the repository of all issuances of the Office of the President of the Philippines, has issued 2 certifications in 2005 and 2009, attesting to this fact (reference Attachment 2). The National Printing office (NPO), which publishes all laws and official issuances of the GRP, has also issued 2 certifications attesting to the same fact (reference Attachment 3).
It is very important to note at this juncture that while the CEs may have practiced what they consider as “architecture” over the period 1950 through 1977, the same did NOT have any basis in law as neither R.A. No. 544, as amended by R.A. No. 1582 (the CE law, which to date does NOT have a codified IRR) nor P.D. No. 1096/ 1977 NBCP and its 1977 and 2004 IRRs) carried any provision stating that the CEs can prepare, sign or seal architectural documents i.e. architectural perspectives, plans, designs, drawings, specifications, estimates and related contract documents. 
From 2002 through 2004, the CE and the Architects, working together, assisted the DPWH in revising the 1977 IRR of P.D. No. 1096. Over the same period, the CEs also assisted the Architects in the crafting of the bills that eventually became R.A. No. 9266 (The Architecture Act of 2004). To help cement this collaboration, the Philippine Institute of Civil Engineers (PICE) and the United Architects of the Philippines (UAP), represented by their then incumbent Executive Officers (with many of the CE signatories eventually becoming PICE Presidents or Member/s of the Professional Regulatory Board of Civil Engineering/PRBoCE), signed a Joint Resolution on 23 September 2003 that was intended to fully segregate the 2 professions i.e. minimize, if not eliminate any perceived overlaps in the practices of the 2 professions and support for each other’s legislative agenda (reference Attachment 4). The Architects have been veruy faithful to their end of the agreement but the CEs apparently have many difficulties in living up to their commitments up to the present time.
It was therefore a major puzzlement to the Architects why the CEs filed their 2005 petition against the DPWH to restrain the agency from implementing Sections 302.3 and 302.4 of the 2004 Revised IRR of P.D. No. 1096, which the CEs themselves co-crafted (reference Attachment 5). The said sections defined and listed the architectural documents that only Architects can sign and seal as part of a building permit application. 
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Republic of the Philippines
Profesgional Requlation Commiggion
SManila

CERTIFICATION

THIS IS TO CERTIFY that the Commission does not have in its
custody the Codified Set of Implementing Rules and Regulations (IRR) for
the implementation of the Civil Engineering law, known as R.A. No. 544, as
amended by R.A. No. 1582.

This certification is issued upon the request of Architect ARMANDO
N. ALLI, Acting Chairman, Professional Regulatory Board of Architecture,
for whatever legal purpose it may serve under the premises.
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Officer-In-@harge

Records Management Division

Manila, Philippines
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It was also another major puzzlement to the Architects as to why the CEs continually attacked R.A. No. 9266, which again, the CEs themselves co-crafted. Both actions by the CEs and their organization, the PICE, also went against the 2002 covenant between the PICE and the UAP. To many Architects, these acts by the CEs and the PICE constituted betrayal of the Architects’ complete trust reposed on the CEs. These acts by the CEs also became turning points that galvanized many Architects into taking concrete action against the CEs in many venues. 
Similarly, it is very important to note at this juncture that the 2005 preliminary injunction secured by the CEs against Secs. 302.3 and 4 of the 2004 Revised IRR of P.D. No. 1096 (on the basis of the CEs’ wrong citation of the intercalated text of Sec. 302 of P.D. No. 1096/ 1977 NBCP) was already LIFTED/ DISSOLVED by the Court in January 2008. The said sections expressly limit to Architects the professional privilege of signing and sealing architectural documents.  
It is also very important to note that since the effectivity of R.A. No. 9266 on 10 April 2004 and of its IRR as of 01 December 2004, there has been NO case nor petition filed against R.A. No. 9266 nor against its 2004 IRR. At the moment, there is therefore NO TRO, NO injunction and NO pending constitutional question against any of the provisions of R.A. No. 9266 or its 2004 IRR. The multiple provisions under R.A. No. 9266 and its 2004 IRR expressly limit to Architects the exclusive and exclusionary professional privilege of preparing, signing and sealing architectural documents. CEs, defined as unregistered persons under R.A. No. 9266 and its 2004 IRR CANNOT therefore lawfully prepare, sign nor seal architectural documents.  
There should be no issue whatsoever as to whether the Architects and CEs can work together since Architects are trained to work with the CEs, particularly on matters of structural design and civil works planning and design. However, many CEs apparently tend to view the involvement of the Architects in a Project possibly as a major inconvenience, an unnecessary expense, if not a nuisance altogether, and therefore apparently resort to exclusionary acts such as performing the architectural services by themselves, possibly mainly through the assistance of other unregistered persons such as architectural students or the failed examinees of the licensure examination for Architects (LEA). 

The same already constitute criminal acts under the pertinent provisions of R.A. No. 9266, for which the concerned CEs, the other unregistered persons assisting the CEs in their illegal practice of architecture (through their special knowledge of or skills in architectural document preparation), and their supporters at the national and local governments could be held administratively, criminally and civilly liable under several statutes. 

Reported Information No. 2 Being Disseminated by some CEs:

“The CEs insist that they are doing building plans and the Architects are taking away something from the Civil Engineers who outnumber Architects – five to one”
Initial Comment/Opinion for the PRBoA:
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The CE contention that they are doing building plans is a complete fallacy since a set of building plans consists of architectural plans/designs (the “A” sheets of building plans that are prepared, signed and sealed by Architects), accompanied by the engineering and allied plans/designs. 

The A sheets, which are the architectural documents, include the vicinity map, the exterior and interior perspectives, the site development plan, the floor/ceiling/roof plans, the building sections and elevations, the architectural details, the architectural schedules i.e. finishes, fixtures, etc.; the architectural specifications, the architectural estimates, compliances with the Fire Code (R.A. No. 9514) and the Accessibility Law (B.P. No. 344) and their respective IRRs, and related contract documents as defined under the 2004 Revised IRR of P.D. No. 1096. These are the documents that the CEs are claiming knowledge of.

To be candid about the matter of architectural documents and their preparation, signing and sealing, the following considerations are foremost: 1) the CEs do NOT have a single credit unit for any mainstream architectural subject in college; 2) the CEs have NOT been tested by the State for the architectural planning and design of residences, housing and buildings/structures since the CE licensure examination only covers the structural design of buildings/structures; and 3) the CEs do NOT undergo continuing professional education and development (CPE&D) training on any branch of architectural practice. Moreover, the CEs, prior to taking their licensure examination did NOT undergo a 2-year apprenticeship period on diversified training covering the planning and design of residences, housing and buildings/structures and their sites i.e. a mandatory requirement for Architects.   

The engineering design plans/designs consist of the following:

1) the structural plans/designs (the “S” sheets that are prepared, signed and sealed by Civil/Structural Engineers);

2) the electrical plans/designs (the “E” sheets that are prepared, signed and sealed by Professional Electrical Engineers/PEEs);

3) the mechanical plans/designs (the “M” sheets that are prepared, signed and sealed by Professional Mechanical Engineers/PMEs);

4) the electronics plans/designs (the “ECE” sheets that are prepared, signed and sealed by Electronics Engineers); and

5) the sanitary plans/designs (the “Sn” sheets that are prepared, signed and sealed by Sanitary Engineers or the master plumbing plans/designs (the “MP” sheets that are prepared, signed and sealed by Plumbing Engineers/Master Plumbers).

The allied design plans/designs consist of the following:

1) the interior design and furniture plans/designs that are prepared, signed and sealed by Interior Designers; and
2) [image: image7.jpg]Note: This page comes from the certified true copy (CTC) of Presidential Decree
(PD) 1096, otherwise known as the National Building Code, as signed by Pres.
Marcos and Sec. Tuvera on 17 Febraary 1977. It forms part of the full CTC set of

29, = PD 1096 as issued by the Malacanang Records Office in late July 2005. Please
note tha neither the word architect nor civil engineer is mentioned in Sec. 302.

CHAPTER 3

PERMITS AND INSPECTION

SECTION 301. Building Permits

No person, firm or corporation, including any agency
or instrumentality of the government shall erect, construct,
alter, repair, move, convert or demolish any building or
structure or cause the same to be done without first obtain-
ing a building permit therefor from the Building Official
assigned in the place where the subject building is located
or the building work is to be done.

SECTION 302. Application for permits

In order to obtain a building permit, the applicant
shall file an application therefor in writing and on the
prescribed form from the Office of the Building Official.
Every application shall provide at least the following
information:

(1) A description of the work to be covered by the
permit applied for;

(2) Certified true copy of the TCT covering the lot
on which the proposed work is to be done. If the applicant
is not the registered owner, in addition to the ICT, a copy |
of the contract of lease shall be submitted;

(3) The use or occupancy for which the propusal work
is intended; >

(4)' Estimated cost of the proposed work.

To be submitted together with such application are at
least five sets of corresponding plans and specifications 4
prepared, signed and sealed by a duly mechanical engineer
in case of mechanical plans, and by a registered electrical
engineer in case of electrical plans, except in those cases
exempted or not required by the Building Official under this
Code.



the landscape architecture plans/designs that are prepared, signed and sealed by Landscape Architects).
It is very important to note at this juncture that the CEs are NOT qualified under law to practice architecture, specifically the preparation, signing and sealing of architectural documents i.e. 1) the CEs do NOT possess a B.S. Architecture degree; 2) the CEs do NOT possess an Architect’s certificate of registration and license to practice architecture; and 3) the CEs are NOT members of the United Architects of the Philippines (UAP) i.e. the integrated and accredited organization of architects (IAPOA) under the law. 
Therefore, the CEs who supposedly practice a version of “architecture” i.e. comprising the illegal practice of architecture by an unregistered person, CANNOT lawfully assume the professional responsibilities and the civil liability attached to architectural documents. 

Equally important to note is that the CE law (R.A. No. 544, as amended by R.A. No. 1582) apparently does NOT have a codified set of IRR that can sufficiently and lawfully define the CE version of the term “building plans” (reference Attachment 6). The way the CEs presently define the term “building plans”, it is intended to embrace both architectural and structural/civil plans only, apparently excluding all the other engineering and allied plans/designs. How convenient this must be for the CEs i.e. they can purportedly practice 2 distinct State-regulated professions without the necessary legal qualifications.
The issue is clear in that the Architects are fighting for their exclusive professional privilege while the CEs are claiming something which was NEVER theirs. It is the CEs that are taking away something from the Architects by co-opting the practice of architecture illegally. Even if the CEs could outnumber the Architects 1,000:1, it still does NOT change the fact that the CEs and their supporters in government have been continually violating both R.A. No. 9266 and P.D. No. 1096. As soon as the Supreme Court has decided on some pending cases, there will most certainly be a day of reckoning for all of them.

In early November 2009, the PRBoA filed a graft complaint at the Office of the Ombudsman against a former DPWH Secretary, 2 incumbent Undersecretaries (one of whom is the incumbent PICE president), the PICE itself and the publisher of the intercalated (wrongly worded) version of P.D. No. 1096, relative to violations of R.A. No. 9266 and P.D. No. 1096.   
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During the first and second quarters of 2010, the PRBoA shall similarly file separate graft complaint/s at the Office of the Ombudsman or possibly an Urgent Petition before the Supreme Court against other incumbent national and LGU officials/ government agencies/offices and private entities, also in relation to their willful, potentially biased and continuing violations of R.A. No. 9266 and P.D. No. 1096. Various PRBoA criminal complaints against private persons, which may implead national and LGU officials, are also under study by the PRBoA private counsels.     

Reported Information No. 3 Being Disseminated by some CEs:

“It will now become more expensive, the clients will have to pay another professional (Architects) to do the building plans”
Initial Comment/Opinion for the PRBoA:

The architectural plan is the sole basis for all architectural designs and for all the derivative engineering and allied plans/designs. The architectural plan is the product of research and analyses of the Client needs and operating requirements and is naturally preceded by a space/architectural program and the space plan, which the CEs (insisting on their parallel/simultaneous and illegal practice of architecture), apparently have little knowledge of. 

If the architectural plan is wrong/ deficient, then all the succeeding/derivative plans are wrong and shall compound the deficiency of the architectural plan i.e. a very costly mistake that may be absorbed by the Client.
It shall thus be more expensive for a Client to proceed with a project based on an architectural plan prepared by an unregistered person with only some or very limited knowledge of architecture e.g. a CE illegally assisted by an undergraduate architecture student or a CE illegally assisted by a LEA flunker. 

The Architect is the primary Client’s representative who is tasked to interpret the Client’s needs and to protect the Client’s interests (but never at the expense of superior public interests). In the case of the lack of an Architect for a project, the Client is left at the mercy of the CE who does NOT understand architecture, nor the effects of a wrong/deficient architectural plan.

Reported Information No. 4 Being Disseminated by some CEs:

“There are not enough Architects in the country to fill every town”
Initial Comment/Opinion for the PRBoA:

There are currently in excess of twenty five thousand (25,000) registered Architects (RAs), more than enough to address the architectural needs of every Philippine town and city. Once the issue of the exclusivity of the practice of architecture is resolved by the Court in the Architects’ favor, there shall be more Filipino Architects practicing at the LGU level. 
Reported Information No. 5 Being Disseminated by some CEs:

“The Architects will take over the jobs of Civil Engineers in government service”
Initial Comment/Opinion for the PRBoA:
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This is another complete fallacy as the Architects are only interested in the universal recognition of their exclusive professional domain and privilege to prepare, sign and seal architectural documents, no more and no less. The Architects are NOT interested in the practice of the CEs.
Reported Information No. 6 Being Disseminated by some CEs:

“Architects are not qualified for work in the Government (as per the letter of Engr. Paul Villarete)”
Initial Comment/Opinion for the PRBoA:

This matter has been sufficiently addressed in the 2009 PRBoA letter/s to the Cebu City Government i.e. the Architects already have more than sufficient training and experience to carry out or review works of architecture, NOT of civil engineering. 

Of material importance is the fact that the Architect is the key State-regulated professional that focuses on the architectural interpretations and plan/design applications of the pertinent safety, public health and environmental provisions/considerations under the 1977 National Building Code of the Philippines (P.D. No. 1096), the 2008 Fire Code of the Philippines (R.A. No. 9514) and the Accessibility Law for the Disabled (B.P. No. 344). These matters are the subject of the bi-annual LEA administered by the PRC.
Reported Information No. 7 Being Disseminated by some CEs:

“Ongoing cases vs. Architects . . . All over the country”
Initial Comment/Opinion for the PRBoA:

The PRBoA only knows of one (1) pending special petition filed by the PICE against the PRBoA Acting Chairman in 2007. Again, the PRBoA refers to the November 2009 Ombudsman complaint it has filed against 2 incumbent DPWH Undersecretaries (who are CEs, one of whom is the incumbent PICE president) and against the PICE itself. Future Ombudsman cases to be filed by the PRBoA shall implead PICE chapters and/or its CE members while criminal cases under study by the PRBoA counsels shall charge privately practicing CEs, their supporters in government and their clients.  

Reported Information No. 8 Being Disseminated by some CEs:

“R.A. No. 9266 is not being implemented in Manila and the other cities of Metro Manila.”

Initial Comment/Opinion for the PRBoA:

The UAP is already dealing with this matter with its constant liaison with the LGUs concerned. For its part, the PRBoA has already completed its initial identification of the Metro Manila LGUs (and their responsible officials) which/who shall eventually be charged by the PRBoA at the Office of the Ombudsman. Presently, the PRBoA private counsels are preparing the pertinent complaint/s against the said public entities.
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Reported Information No. 9 Being Disseminated by some CEs:

“Architects only do high end projects and have no social conscience.”

Initial Comment/Opinion for the PRBoA:

This is another complete fallacy. Many Architects are at the forefront of many socio-civic projects, even donating their services without any strings attached. In fact, many religious organizations have benefited from these Architects’ unselfish acts. Many Architects are also regularly called upon by the national and local governments to render professional advice or to help in the proper interpretation of professional, physical planning and building laws and even architectural trends e.g. private sector Architects who render services for the DPWH and other agencies mainly as part of their patriotic duty.
To best address the other information being disseminated by some CEs in Cebu City, it may be best to refer to the 2009 correspondences of the PRBoA to the City Government of Cebu. Other information are also freely available at the PRBoA website at www.architectureboard.ph. The PRBoA trusts that the City of Cebu shall find this communication and its accompanying documents in order. We again refer to the contents of the various documents transmitted by the PRBoA to the City Government of Cebu in 2009.


Your support for Councilor Nestor D. Archival, Sr.’s proposed Ordinance, which shall become a model for all LGUs to emulate, shall greatly enable the PRBoA and the registered and licensed Architects (RLAs) nationwide to campaign for the greater implementation and enforcement of R.A. No. 9266 elsewhere in the Philippines. 

It is very important to note that the acknowledged father of both R.A. No. 7160, otherwise known as the Local Government Code and of R.A. No. 9266 itself, the good Senator Aquilino Q. Pimentel, Jr., has on many occasions confirmed the primacy and sole vested privilege of RLAs insofar as the preparation, signing and sealing of architectural documents are concerned.  

Your LGU’s understanding and assistance will go a very long way in helping relieve the continuing/ 6-decades-long injustice foisted on Philippine Architects/ RLAs, presently exacerbated by the flagrant and willful violations of R.A. No. 9266 over the nearly 6 years that it has been in full effect. Thank You very much.

Mabuhay ang mga tamang batas na dapat pairalin! 

Mabuhay ang mga Arkitektong Pilipino!! 
Mabuhay ang LGU ng Cebu City!!! 
Mabuhay po kayo!!!
Yours sincerely,
[image: image11.jpg]


For the PRBoA
Armando N. ALLÍ

Acting Chairman

cc  : United Architects of the Philippines (UAP) Cebu Regional District; UAP National 
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Attachment 1.A 

Certified Copy of Sec. 302 of P.D. No. 1096/ 1977 NBCP as signed by President Ferdinand E. Marcos on 27 February 1977 (as certified in 2005 by the Malacañang Records Office)


Attachment 1.B 

Certified Copy of the signature page of P.D. No. 1096/ 1977 NBCP as signed by President Ferdinand E. Marcos on 27 February 1977 (as certified in 2005 by the Malacañang Records Office)


Attachment 2. 

Malacañang Records Office, Office of the President of the Philippines, 2009 Certification as to the authentic text of Sec. 302 of P.D. No. 1096

Attachment 3.

National Printing office (NPO) 2009 Certification as to the authentic text of Sec. 302 of P.D. No. 1096
Attachment 4.
Joint Resolution of the UAP and the PICE executed on 23 September 2003, intended to fully segregate the 2 professions of Civil Engineering and Architecture 


Attachment 5.

Sections 302.3 and 302.4 of the 2004 Revised IRR of P.D. No. 1096 (as published by the DPWH on 01, 08 & 15 April 2005)
SECTION 302. Application for Permits

1.
xxx
2.
xxx
3.
Five (5) sets of survey plans, design plans, specifications and other documents prepared, signed and sealed over the printed names of the duly licensed and registered professionals (Figs. III.1. and III.2.):

a.
Geodetic Engineer, in case of lot survey plans;

b.
Architect, in case of architectural documents; in case of architectural interior/interior design documents, either an architect or interior designer may sign;

c.
Civil Engineer, in case of civil/structural documents;

d.
Professional Electrical Engineer, in case of electrical documents;

e.
Professional Mechanical Engineer, in case of mechanical documents;

f.
Sanitary Engineer, in case of sanitary documents;

g.
Master Plumber, in case of plumbing documents;

h.
Electronics Engineer, in case of electronics documents.

4. Architectural Documents

a. Architectural Plans/Drawings
i.
Vicinity Map/Location Plan within a 2.00 kilometer radius for commercial, industrial, and institutional complex and within a half-kilometer radius for residential buildings, at any convenient scale showing prominent landmarks or major thoroughfares for easy reference.

ii.
Site Development Plan showing technical description, boundaries, orientation and position of proposed building/structure in relation to the lot, existing or proposed access road and driveways and existing public utilities/services. Existing buildings within and adjoining the lot shall be hatched and distances between the proposed and existing buildings shall be indicated.

iii.
Perspective drawn at a convenient scale and taken from a vantage point (bird’s eye view or eye level).

iv. Floor Plans drawn to scale of not less than 1:100 showing: gridlines, complete identification of rooms or functional spaces.

v. 
Elevations, at least four (4), same scale as floor plans showing: gridlines; natural ground to finish grade elevations; floor to floor heights; door and window marks, type of material and exterior finishes; adjoining existing structure/s, if any, shown in single hatched lines.

vi.
Sections, at least two (2), showing: gridlines; natural ground and finish levels; outline of cut and visible structural parts; doors and windows properly labeled reflecting the direction of opening; partitions; built-in cabinets, etc.; identification of rooms and functional spaces cut by section lines.

vii.
Reflected ceiling plan showing: design, location, finishes and specifications of materials, lighting fixtures, diffusers, decorations, air conditioning exhaust and return grills, sprinkler nozzles, if any, at scale of at least 1:100.

STANDARD FORM (Type A0, A1, A2 and A3)

FOR BUILDING PLANS / CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS

Figure III.1.
MODEL TITLE BLOCK

FOR BUILDING PLANS/CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS

Figure III.2.

viii.
Details, in the form of plans, elevations/sections:

(a)
Accessible ramps

(b)
Accessible stairs

(c)
Accessible lifts/elevators

(d)
Accessible entrances, corridors and walkways

(e)
Accessible functional areas/comfort rooms

(f)
Accessible switches, controls

(g)
Accessible drinking fountains

(h)
Accessible public telephone booths

(i)
Accessible audio visual and automatic alarm system

(j)
Accessible access symbols and directional signs

(k)
Reserved parking for disabled persons

(l)
Typical wall/bay sections from ground to roof

(m)
Stairs, interior and exterior

(n)
Fire escapes/exits

(o) 
Built-in cabinets, counters and fixed furniture

(p)
All types of partitions

ix.
Schedule of Doors and Windows showing their types, designations/marks, dimensions, materials, and number of sets.

x. 
Schedule of Finishes, showing in graphic form: surface finishes specified for floors, ceilings, walls and baseboard trims for all building spaces per floor level.

xi.
Details of other major Architectural Elements.

b.
Architectural Interiors/Interior Design

i.
Space Plan/s or layout/s of architectural interior/s.

ii.
Architectural interior perspective/s.

iii.
Furniture/furnishing/equipment/process layout/s.

iv.
Access plan/s, parking plan/s and the like.

v.
Detail design of major architectural interior elements.

vi.
Plan and layout of interior, wall partitions, furnishing, furniture, equipment/appliances at a scale of at least 1:100.

vii.
Interior wall elevations showing: finishes, switches, doors and convenience outlets, cross window sections with interior perspective as viewed from the main entrance at scale of at least 1:100.

viii.Floor/ceiling/wall patterns and finishing details.

ix.
List of materials used.

x.
Cost Estimates.

c.
Plans and specific locations of all accessibility facilities of scale of at least 1:100.
d.
Detailed design of all such accessibility facilities outside and around buildings/structures including parking areas, and their safety requirements all at scale of 1:50 or any convenient scale.
e.
Fire Safety Documents
i.
Layout plan of each floor indicating the fire evacuation route to safe dispersal areas, standpipes with fire hose, fire extinguishers, first aid kits/cabinets, fire alarm, fire operations room, emergency lights, signs, etc.

ii.
Details of windows, fire exits with grilled windows and ladders.

iii. Details of fire-resistive construction of enclosures for vertical openings.
iv. Details of fire-resistive construction materials and interior decorative materials with fire resistive/fire-retardant/fire-spread ratings

v. 
Other Related Documents

f. Other related documents
Attachment 6.

PRC Certification as to the Non-existence of a Codified Set of Implementing Rules and Regulations (IRR) of R.A. No. 544, as amended by R.A. No. 1582 (the CE law)


